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A REVISED LIST OF ROMAN MEMORIAL AND 
TRIUMPHAL ARCHES 



About fifteen years ago Dr. Botho Graef published in vol. Ill 
of Baumeister's Denkmaler des klassischen Alterthums an article 
entitled ' Triumph- und Ehrenbogen,' which has remained, ever 
since, the classic treatment of the subject of Roman memorial 
and triumphal arches. Its success was due to its systematic 
analysis and its distinction of the different artistic forms of the 
free-standing arch, which enabled the author to group them 
under certain types : it was due also to the useful chronologi- 
cal tables, with their measurements and bibliography. 

The time has come, however, when students of Roman art 
can no longer remain satisfied with this sketch, masterly as it 
is in many ways. Its limitations are too obvious, especially 
those due to limitation of space. It takes no account of the 
study of the rich epigraphieal material relating to the arches, 
— a field still practically unexplored. It does not study the 
relation of the arch to Roman life as a personal or funerary, 
as a civic, religious, or political, memorial. The origin of the 
arch, in both its purpose and its form, its connection with 
the development of historic relief sculpture, are also themes 
that could naturally not be touched upon in so brief a space 
as a dictionary article. But what was most unexpected to me, 
and will be so, I feel sure, to nearly every scholar, is the fact 
that the list of arches given by Graef is in reality not only 
incomplete, but represents a minority of the monuments. It 
was only after several years of research that my own list of 
arches has grown to such an extent as to make it obviously 
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necessary to give a new table of statistics. According to Dr. 
Graef s statement there exist 125 arches, and about 30 more, 
though destroyed, are known from inscriptions, coins, and lit- 
erature. This total of about 155 I have been able to increase 
to not far from 500. Of course this immense increase in num- 
bers brings with it an enlarged idea of the artistic and civic 
capabilities of the arch. 

Even the arches given by Graef require considerable re- 
arrangement and pruning. His dates are not always correct; 
still oftener, arches which are placed on his undated list 
can be dated by their inscriptions. On the other hand, a 
number of arches which he classifies as still existing have 
been destroyed; one is a duplicate (Lattakieh = Laodicea), 
and another is apparently fanciful (Aurelian). The 125 ex- 
isting arches on his list should therefore be reduced to 115. 
The corresponding arches on my list, classified as still exist- 
ing, number c. 280. It might be supposed, in accounting for 
this increase, that the criteria of judgment as to the admis- 
sion of arches to the list must be different from those of 
Graef, but this will not be found to be the case. Exploration 
and excavation in Asia Minor, Syria, and North Africa have 
furnished the bulk of the additions. A careful use of avail- 
able reports on travel and discovery, both old and modern, 
yielded unexpectedly rich material. Of course there are no 
such spectacular novelties as the masterpieces of the official 
Roman school, — the arches of Titus and Beneventum, — or 
those at Orange and Oea (Tripoli). But such magnificent 
arches as those at Attalia and Damascus are far above the aver- 
age in artistic beauty and historic interest. Among the addi- 
tions the Porta Praetoria at Aosta and that at Turin, also, 
take their place in military architecture beside the Porta Nigra 
of Trier. There are entire groups of arches in the same city, 
planned in connection, for instance, with the colonnaded ave- 
nues, as at Philippopolis, Bostra, and Gerasa, in Syria and 
Arabia; they are invaluable for the reconstruction of the 
aspect of the great cities of the East. 
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It is my plan to publish shortly a volume on Roman arches 
that shall contain not only a description of every arch botli 
now existing and destroyed, so far as known to me, but a 
study, also, of their origin, history, and various purposes, 
their civic importance and artistic forms. It will be based 
largely on a study of the epigraphical material, which has 
never been brought to bear upon the subject. This will be 
supplemented by numismatics and literature. The interest- 
ing subject of historic relief sculpture in connection with 
arches will be treated with reference not only to the sculp- 
tures still in place and to the many reliefs scattered through- 
out the museums and other collections of Europe, but also 
to the numerous drawings by Renaissance architects of works 
that have since perished. 

There is certainly no theme in the wide field of Roman art 
which is packed so full of varied interest; none which seems 
to touch the life of every part of the Empire so universally. 

Having brought the study almost to completion, although a 
final revision will require considerable travel during the coming 
year, it seemed best to publish a preliminary statement in the 
present brief form. 

Evidently the first step is to clear the field by a revision of 
Graef's list; then, with the additional material, the complete 
list can be constructed. This is what I shall do in the present 
article, as an introduction to the coming volume. 

It is clearly impossible to give in this article or in a half- 
dozen articles the evidence for the changes proposed in Graef's 
list, and especially for the mass of additions. A few arches 
are purposely omitted because it was undesirable to mention 
them without such evidence. I can only ask those who may 
see food for criticism to suspend judgment until the volume is 
published. For instance, it may seem like flying in the face 
of clear evidence to attribute the arch at Orange to Augustus 
instead of Tiberius, whose name is certainly on the inscription. 
I cannot here explain the reasons for joining the ranks of those 
who believe the inscription to be a later addition. 
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Then, again, it has not been easy to decide just where the 
line should be drawn between gates and arches that should be 
admitted and those to be omitted. Graef has admitted some 
absolutely simple city gateways, devoid even of inscriptions, as 
at Abuab = Seressitum. I have followed his example to some 
extent, as at Apisa. At the same time I have excluded most 
of the entrance gates to the great Roman camps, even with 
memorial inscriptions, except for one quite monumental pair 
at Holzhausen; neither are arches to private villas or forts 
admitted, even with memorial inscriptions, as in the castle 
of Hilarianus near Tipasa. Sometimes the monumental en- 
trance arches to sacred enclosures are excluded. Perhaps the 
exclusion, for other reasons, of several magnificent temple propy- 
laea is hardly correct. For instance, the propylaea at Baal- 
bek include, back of the colonnade, two groups of three arcades 
at opposite ends of the corridor leading into the court, which 
might be construed as triple arches ; but they seem hardly to 
have the necessary independence of design. 

I have followed Graef's plan of two lists : one of arches that 
can be exactly or approximately dated ; another of those to 
which there is no chronological clue. On the dated list I 
have placed many that can be ascribed even as loosely as to 
the Early Antonines or the Late Antonines, either from their 
style or the history of the city. In this way they can be 
made far more useful in a comparative study and the number 
of absolutely undated arches is much reduced. 

The following is Graef's list — the first series of the datable, 
the second of the undatable, monuments. Where I have no 
change to suggest, no comment is added to the title. It will 
be noticed that in many cases, especially in North Africa, I 
do not adopt Graef's names, but use the ancient instead of the 
modern name. He seems to have no regular system ; for he 
sometimes, though seldom, uses the ancient name. Especially 
in the case of ancient sites which now bear Arabic designations, 
there seemed far more reason to return to the original than in 
the case of European cities. 
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GRAEF'S LIST OF ARCHES REVISED 
A. Arches dated, exactly or approximately 

1. S. Remy (France). Triumphal Arch of the lulii. 52(?) B.C. 

The date 52 B.C., tentatively assigned, is too early, and unsupported 
by any evidence. The period of the triumvirs is adopted, both by the 
editors of the C.I.L. and by Desjardins (Geog. de la Gaule rom.), on ac- 
count of the inscription on the mausoleum next to the arch. This 
would make it some ten years later. It is not a triumphal but a memo- 
rial arch connected with a mausoleum. 

2. Perugia (Italy). 2 City Gates. 39 b.c. 

The two city gates of Perugia — one intact, the other destroyed except 
for part o£ its upper section — are assigned to a reconstruction of the city 
by Augustus in 39 B.C. But, in the first place, it has been shown that 
there is no proof that Augustus rebuilt the walls; and, in the second 
place, the inscription on the partly destroyed gate gives the name of the 
city as Colonia Vibia Augusta Perusia, a title which it did not receive 
until the third century, under Trebonianus Gallus. This confirms the 
artistic evidence that the two gates were by no means contemporary: 
one is pre-Augtistan, of unknown date, restored under Augustus, and to 
which a memorial inscription was added under Augustus and another 
under Trebonianus; the other was renovated and inscribed under the 
latter emperor, 251-253 a.d. 

3. Rimini (Italy). Arch of Augusttts. 27 B.C. 

4. Aosta (Italy). Triumphal Arch of Augustus. 25 B.C. 

5. Nismes (France). City Gate of Augustus. 15 B.C. 

Graef makes the mistake of describing this gate as having only two 
openings, whereas it belongs to the far rarer class of arches with four 
openings, — two large arched passages in the centre, flanked on either 
side by a low architraved passage for foot-passengers. 

6. Rome. Arch of Drusus (" Atco diDiuso"). 9 b.c. 

The so-called " Arco di Druso," still existing inside the Porta S. Sebas- 
tiano at Rome, is supposed by Graef to be the arch built by the Senate 
to the elder Drusus after his death in 9 b.c. There is no evidence in 
favor of this identification, which is denied by several scholars, notably 
by Hiilsen. The real arch of Drusus, built in 9 b.c, was nearer the 
Baths of Caracalla, and no longer exists. 

7. Spoleto (Italy). Arch of Germanicus and Drusus. 9(?)b.c. 

This arch, assigned doubtfully to 9 b.c. by Graef, seems to be attrib- 
uted by him erroneously to the elder Drusus, when its inscription shows 
it to be a memorial of Germanicus and the younger Drusus, and to date, 
therefore, from 23 a.d. or later. 
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8. Triest (Dalmatia) . Honorary A rch of A ugustus. 9 (?) B.C. 

While nothing definite is known as to the date of this arch, its style 
is of the early part of the reign of Augustus, and the inscription giving 
the construction of the city walls in 33 B.C. may be considered as indi- 
cating the approximate date of this arch. 

9. Rome. Porta Tiburtina (Aqueduct). 5 B.C. 

10. SusA (Italy). Arch of Augustus. 8 a.d. 

It is doubtless due to mere carelessness that the date is given as 
8 A.D. instead of 8 B.C. It is certainly not, as Graef thinks, a Bau- 
Bogen, but commemorates the submission of the Alpine tribes to 
Augustus. 

11. Fano (Italy). City Gate of Augustus. 9 a.d. 

12. Rome. Arch of Dolabella. 10 a.d. 

13. S. Chamas (France). 2 Bridge Arches. Augustus (J). 10(?) a.d. 

This tentative date, 10 a.d., is rather too late in the reign of Augustus. 
The dates on the milestones of the road indicate a date between 5 and 
10 B.C. There is no triumphal idea, as Graef imagines, connected with 
these and similar bridge arches. 

14. Martorell (Spain). Bridge Arch. Augustus (i^. 

15. Caparra (Spain). Janus Quadrifrons. Augustus (1). 

It seems, from the inscription, to be not a public road arch, but a 
memorial family arch. 

16. Merida (Spain). Triumphal Arch of Augustus {"i). 

This arch not only can be assigned almost certainly to the reign of 
Augustus, but to its early part, before 20 B.C. 

17. Philippi. Triumphal Arch of Augustus (f). 

Graef need not have expressed doubt whether this arch could be 
assigned to the reign of Augustus. Its simple and primitive type 
makes a later date impossible. It was probably extremely early ; 
possibly a work of the triumvirs dedicated both to Marc Antony 
and Octavius. 

18. Saintes. Arch of Tiberius. 17(?) a.d. 

There is no doubt of the date 17 a.d. 

19. Orange. Triumphal Arch of Tiberius. 21 (?) a.d. 

I assign this arch to the early part of the reign of Augustus, for 
reasons to be given elsewhere. 

20. Carpentras. Triumphal Arch of Tiberius. 22(?) a.d. 

There is no evidence for assigning this arch to Tiberius or to the 
year 22 a.d. It is probably earlier. 
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21. Trier. Porta Nigra. 52 (?) a.d. 

The fallacy of attributing, as Hubner did, this great military gate to 
the reign of Claudius has been demonstrated by recent excavations, 
■which have disclosed graves, under its foundations, with coins of the 
second century. Promis's attribution to the age of Diocletian and 
Constantine is nearer the truth. 

22. Rome. Porta Maggiore. 52 a.d. 

23. Salonica, I. Triumphal Arch of Vespasian (i). 

I shall give elsewhere the reasons that have led me to assign this city 
gate to the time of Augustus. It is not a triumphal arch, but formed 
part of the city walls. See under Thessalonica (anc. name) on my 
list. 

24. Rome. Triumphal Arch of Titus. 82 a.d. 

There is no reason for giving so exact a date as 82 a.d. We only 
know that it was built by Domitian some time after the death of Titus 
on September 13, 81 a.d. It may be considerably later than 82. 

25. TiMGAD, I. Triumphal Arch of Trajan. 100 a.d. 

The date 100 a.d., which is given by the inscription on the arch, is 
really concerned, not with the construction of the arch, but with the 
foundation of the colony. The arch may not have been completed 
until the reign of Marcus Aurelius, as was the case with the North 
Gate. 

26. Alcantara. Bridge Arch of Trajan. 106 a.d. 

27. Bara. Honorary Arch. 107 a.d. 

28. Benevento. Arch of Trajan. 114 a.d. 

29. Ancona. Arch of Trajan. 115 a.d. 

SO. Macteur, I. Triumphal Arch of Trajan. 117 a.d. 

31. Aix-les-Bains. Arch of Campanus. Trajan (1). 

The date suggested is wrong (Trajan), for this family funerary arch 
belongs to the early part of the reign of Augustus, or the period of the 
triumvirs, for reasons that will be given elsewhere. 

32. Vekona. Honorary Arch of the Gavii. Trajan (I). 

The period is not that of Trajan, but almost certainly that of 
Augustus, preferably the latter half of his reign. 

33. PoLA. Honorary Arch of the Sergii. TrajanCi). 

The Sergius — tribune of the twenty-ninth legion, disbanded before 
27 B.C. by Augustus — who is mentioned in the inscription of this arch 
enables us to date it in the early part of the reign of Augustus, instead 
of the time of Trajan, to which Graef conjecturally assigns it. 
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34. Athens. Gate of Hadrian. 120 (?) a.d. 

The approximate date is rather 125-126 or 129-130 than 120. Ha- 
drian's main architectural undertakings at Athens were connected with 
the latter of these visits. But there is no proof that it was actually 
finished under Hadrian. 

35. NiCAEA, I and II. City Gates of Hadrian. 120 (?) a.d. 

The date 120 is too early. The earthquake which made the work of 
reconstruction necessary was perhaps later. The gates were unfinished 
at the time of Hadrian's death, in 138, for they are dedicated not to 
him, but to Antoninus Pius ! We must suppose, from literary evidence, 
that Hadrian began the reconstruction of the city, but the memorial 
gates should be assigned to the reign of Antoninus Pius. It is strange 
that the dedicatory inscription sliould have been so misunderstood. 

36. Gaffsa. Triumphal Arch of Hadrian. 120(?) a.d. 

See under Capsa (anc. name) on my list. It has been recently 
destroyed (Archives des MLisions, XIII, 101). It was certainly not 
built as early as 120, but probably after Hadrian's visit to North 
Africa in 129. 

37. DjERBASH. Triumphal Arch of Hadrian (i). 

The real spelling is Djerash. See under Gerasa (anc. name ) on 
my list. If it was not built under Hadrian, it probably was under 
Antoninus Pius, judging from the inscriptions found on buildings in 
the city. 

38. Patara. Triumphal Arch of Hadrian (1). 

The style seems later in the age of the Antonines than the time 
of Hadrian. It is not a triumphal but a civic arch. 

39. Palmyra. Street Arch of Hadrian Q). 

40. Petra, I and II. Triumphal Arches of Hadrian (J), 

Both of these arches have now fallen. 

41. Labandja. Arch of Hadrian (1) . 

42. AviTTA, I. Triumphal Arch of Hadrian. 187 a.d. 

The date 137, while generally accepted, is really that of the found- 
ing of the municipium of Avitta. This arch, though erected to com- 
memorate this event, was not dedicated until the reign of Antoninus 
Pius, as I shall show elsewhere ; so that it can hardly be called an arch 
of Hadrian. 

43. Cavaillon. Funerary Janus Arch. Hadrian (J). 

While there is no direct evidence, the balance of probabilities places 
this arch in the time of Augustus, rather than that of Hadrian. 
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44. Sbeitla, I. Arch of Antoninus Pius. 150(?) a.d. 

See under Scfetula (anc. name) on my list. The date 150 (?) is 
too late. The third consulship of the inscription places it between 
140 and 143. 

45. Tripolis. Arch of Marcus a urelius. 163 a.d. 

See under Oea (anc. name) on my list. 

46. Rome. Triumphal Arch of Marcus Aurelius. 164(?) a.d. 

The so-called "Arco di Portogallo," destroyed in 1662, is here attrib- 
uted to Marcus Aurelius. This is a double error : (1) the reliefs from 
this arch came originally from an arch of Hadrian, not of Marcus Aure- 
lius (Helbig, Coll. of Antiq. I, p. 409); and (2) the "Arco di Portogallo" 
was a late potpourri of earlier elements, set up in the latest period of the 
Empire, so that the important deductions from its architecture drawn 
by Graef, on the supposition that it belonged to the time of Marcus 
Aurelius, are baseless. See both '^Arco di Portogallo" (sixth century?) 
and Arch of Hadrian on my list of the arches of Rome. 

47. Marcuna. Triumphal Arch of Marcus Aurelius. 164 a.d. 

See under Vereccnda (anc. name) on my list. There were two or 
more arches here dedicated to Marcus Aurelius, — one in 163-164 and 
another in 172. Of these, Graef mentions only the former. 

48. AviTTA, II. Triumphal Arch of Marcus Aurelius. 165(?) a.d. 

This arch was, in reality, dedicated to Lucius Verus, and was built 
between 161 and 168. 

49. Abdelmelek, I. Triumphal Arch of Marcus Aurelius (T). 

See under Uzappa (anc. name) on my list. 

60. Salonica, II. Triumphal Arch of Marcus Aurelius. 166(?) a.d. 

See under Thessalonica (anc. name) on my list. Having been 
destroyed over a century ago, it does not rightly belong on Graef's list. 
In any case, it was not dedicated to Marcus Aurelius, but to Antouiuus 
Pius between 146 and 160. 

51. Thasos. Triumphal Arch of Marcus Aurelius. 166(?)a.d. 

52. Lambasis, I and II. Triumphal Arches of Commodus. 185 (?) A.D. 

53. Kabbah, I. Triumphal Arch of Commodus. 185(?) a.d. 

See under Thuburbo (anc. name) on my list. 

54. Haidra, I. Triumphal Arch of Septimius Severus. 195 a.d. 

See under Ammaedara (anc. name) on my list. 

65. Lambasis, III. Triumphal Arch of Septimius Severus. 195 a.d. 



10 ARTHUR L. FEOTHINGHAM, JE. 

56. Rome. Janus [Quadrifrons] of Seplimius Severus (?). 

The Janus Quadrifrons in the Forum Boarium is recognized as built 
by Constantiiie and as being the arcus Constantini of the notitia. There 
are no grounds whatever for the attribution to Severus. See, on my 
list, Janus Quadrifrons of Constantine. 

57. Rome. Triumphal Arch of Septimius Severus. 203 a.d. 

68. Rome. Honorary Arch of the Argentarii to Septimius Severus. 204 a.d. 

69. Tebessa. Honorary Arch of Septimius Severus. 211-214. 

See under Theveste (anc. name) on my list. It should be called an 
arch of Caracalla, not of Septimius Severus. 

60. Laodicea. Street Arch of Septimius Severus Q). 

Dr. Graef overlooked, apparently, the fact that Laodicea is merely 
the ancient name for Lattakieh, and was misled, by certain discrep- 
ancies between the descriptions of Pococke and De VogUe, so as to 
make two arches out of one. His Nos. 60 and 61 describe a single 
arch at Lattakieh, the ancient Laodicea, under which it is given on 
my list. 

61. Lattakieh. Street Arch of Septimius Severus (^). 

See under previous number. 

62. Zanfour, L Triumphal Arch of Caracalla. 215 a.d. 

See under Assukas (anc. name) on my list. 

6a. CoKSTANTiNB. Triumphal Arch of Caracalla. 215 a.d. 

In the time of Caracalla the name of the city was Cirta, under 
■which head the arch is given in my list. The name was changed to 
CoNSTANTiNA by the emperor Constantine, and under this name its 
later arches are catalogued on my list. 

64. Djemila. Triumphal Arch of Caracalla. 216 a.d. 

See under Cuiculum (anc. name) on my list. 

65. Spello, I. Triumphal Arch of Macrinus. 217 a.d. 

There seems no real reason to connect the name of the emperor 
Macrinus with this arch, and no clue to its date. 

66. Zana, 1-. Triumphal Arch of Macrinus. 217 a.d. 

See under Diana (anc. name) on my list. Graef interchanges this 
arch with the other at Zana, describing one when he should the other. 
The arch of Macrinus has really three arcades : he says it has only one, 
which is the case with the other arch. This second arch, which Graef 
places in his undated list, really belongs to the reign of Marcus Aurelius 
and the year 165. 
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67. Thugga, I. Triumphal Arch of Alexander Severus. 230(?) a.d. 

68. MusTis, I. Triumphal Arch of Gordian II. 238 a.d. 

69. Langres. Triumphal Arch of Gordian II ('I). 

The style is too good for the period of the Gordians, to which a value- 
less tradition attributes it. It belongs rather to the time of Tiberius. 

70. Nicaea, III and IV. Triumphal Arches of Claudius II. 240(?) a.d. 

Through an oversight, Graef has dated these arches 240 (?), whereas 
their date is 270 a.d., which he gives correctly on p. 1894. 

71. Rome. Honorary Arch of Gallienus. 262 a.d. 

72. Verona. Porta dei Borsari. Gallienus. 265 a.d. 

It is by no means certain that the inscription of Gallienus was not 
added to the city arch called " Porta dei Borsari," which may be con- 
siderably earlier. 

73. Verona. Porta dei Leoni. Gallienus (?). 

Instead of being possibly later than the time of Gallienus, as Graef 
suggests (p. 1878), the opinion is quite generally held that the "Porta 
dei Leoni " is earlier, in part if not wholly. 

74. Rome. Triumphal Arch of Aurelian. 273(?) a.d. 

There are no records of such a triumphal arch. Graef's statement is 
based upon a reconsti-uction in Durand's ParalVeles which seems quite 
fictitious. The only arches of Aurelian at Rome that are known were 
those of his city gates, which were extremely simple. 

75. Besanqon. Triumphal Arch of Aurelian (T). 

There is no evidence on which to attribute this arch to the reign of 
Aurelian. The style points to an earlier date. 

76. Sbeitla, II. Triumphal A rch of Diocletian. 293 (?) a.d. 

See under Sufetula (anc. name) on my list. 

77. Rome. Triumphal Arch of Constantine. 313 a.d. 

The date of the dedication of the arch is 315, not 313, on the occasion 
of Constantine's decennalia, as the inscription clearly shows. 

78. Kasrine. Triumphal Arch of Constantine. 

See under Cillium (anc. name) on my list. The inscriptions on this 
arch show that it was built in the time of the Antonines (?), and merely 
restored by Constantine, probably in about 312, according to the editors 
of the C.I.L., after the destructive raid of Maxentius in 311. 

79. Salonica, III. Triumphal Arch of Constantine. 

See under Thessalonica (anc. name) on my list. 
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80. Reims. Triumphal Arch of Julian (1). 

It is merely a worthless local tradition that attributes this colossal 
structure to Julian. In the detailed statement of Amniianus Marcelli- 
nus of Julian's stay in the city, there is no hint of such a fact. On the 
contrary, the city walls (and presumably the gates) are spoken of as 
old and dilapidated. The artists of the time of Julian could not have 
built or carved an arch of this character. Its style is only slightly 
post-Antonine. The city originally had four arches of similar style; 
two beside the one here described existed in part until the eighteenth 
century. 

B. Arches of entirely Uncertaik Date 

*1. Abdelmelek (N. Africa), II. Gate Arch. 

See under Uzappa (anc. name) on my list. It can be dated from the 
reign of Caracalla. 

*2. Abuab (N. Africa). 4 Triumphal Arches. 

See under Seressitum (anc. name) on my list. Two of the four 
gates were destroyed down to their basement, long since. The finer of 
the two remaining seems to have been built under Caracalla, to whose 
reign the rest can be referred with probability. 

*3. Antinok (Egypt). Triumphal Arch. 

Graef merely cites Donaldson's (Arch. Num.) passing reference to this 
arch and is apparently unaware that it is based on the text and plates 
of Antinoe in the Description de I'lSgr/pte, which constitute probably 
the most thorough study of an arch ever made and partly console us 
for the subsequent ruin of this remarkable monument. Its date is ap- 
parently the late part of the reign of Hadrian, after 130 a.d. 

*4. Announa (N. Africa). 3 Arches (I Triumphal, 2 Gatas). 

See under Thibilis (anc. name) on my list. One of these arches has 
an inscription of Septimius Severus, Caracalla, and Geta ; the three men- 
tioned by Graef, as well as a fourth, should all be attributed to the time 
of Severus, and removed from the category of undated arches. 

*5. Aphrodisium (N. Africa). Triumphal Arch. 

This is not a triumphal but a nymphaeum arch. 

*6. AuTCN (France). 2 City Gates. 

*7. Bougie (N. Africa). City Gate. 

See under Saldae (anc. name) on my list. 

*8. Cabanes (Spain). Triumphal Arch. 

Graef himself assigns this arch, on p. 1888, by inference, to the early 
part of the reign of Augustus, which may be accepted. 
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*9. Carsoli (Italy). Triumphal Arch. 

*10. Celenderis (Asia Minor). Funerary Arch. 

*11. Ephesus (Asia Minor). Triumphal Arch. 

The date can now be given ; it belongs to Hadrian. 

*12. Haidra (N. Africa), II. Honorary Arch. 

See under Ammaedara (anc. name) on my list. 

*13. Kasbah (N. Africa). 3 Arches (1 Triumphal, 2 Gates). 

Also spelled Kasbat. See Thuburbo Maius (anc. name) on my list. 
The period of these arches, though uncei-tain to some extent, is probably 
limited to the time between Marcus Aurelius and Commodus, when 
the city was built and received the rank of colony (C.I.L. VIII, 843- 
846 and 12366). The Southern Gate was apparently dedicated to 
Commodus. 

*14. Lambasis (N. Africa), IV. City Gate. 

*15. Macteur (N. Africa), II. Triumphal Arch. 

See under Mactaris (anc. name) on my list. For reasons given 
elsewhere this arch can be assigned to the time of Marcus Aurelius 
and Lucius Verus or, at latest, to the reign of Commodus. 

*16. Medeina (N. Africa). Triumphal Arch. 

See under Althiburus (anc. name) on my list. It should be 
removed from this category, and placed under arches that can be 
approximately dated, for its inscription refers it to one of the Early 
Antonines. 

*17. MusTis (N. Africa), II. Triumphal Arch. 

*18. Pompeii. 2 Triumphal A rches. 

Graef's neglect of the arches and gates of Pompeii is strange. His 
only reference to them is : " Die Bogen von . . . Pompeji sind derart 
zerstort, dass uber ihre friihere Gestalt gewisses nicht festgestellt 
werden kann." This is quite incorrect. Enough remains of the 
arches on either side of the temple of Jupiter to allow of partial 
reconstruction. Instead of only two monumental arches, we know 
of Jive, not counting the city gates. Nor is there much doubt or 
possible elasticity in the dates of these works, which should be 
transferred to the list of datable arches. 

*19. ScHAuwASCH (N. Africa). Triumphal Arch. 

See under Sua (anc. name) on my list. Its date can be approxi- 
mately fixed as not earlier than Caracalla, from the expression arcus 
triumphalis used in its inscription. 
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*20. Spello (Italy). 2 City Gates. 

*21. SxjKERA (N. Africa). Triumphal Arch, 

This name is also given as l_Hammam'] Soukera and Zouahra. See 
under Thigibba (aiic. name) on my list. Its close resemblance to 
the arches of Mactaris and Uzappa refers it to the early Antouines. 

*22. TiMGAD (N. Africa), II and III. City Gates. 

See under Thamugadi (anc. name) on my list. The date ot these 
two gates is known, from their inscriptions, to be that of the Anto- 
nines. Several other arches and gates beside these existed at Thamu- 
gadi ; see my list. 

*23. TuGGA (N. Africa), II and III. City Gates. 

See under Thugga in my list. The probable date of these arches 
is the first half of the third century, between Septimius Severus and 
Severus Alexander. 

■*24. Thububsicum (N". Africa). 2 Arches (1 Triumphal, 1 Gate). 

These two arches probably belong to the time of Trajan or, at latest, 
to Hadrian. 

*25. TuNGA (N. Africa). Honorary Arch. 

See under Thignica (anc. name) on my list. The date can be 
stated with certainty to be the age of the Antonines, probably the 
reigns of Antoninus Pius or Marcus Aurelius. 

*26. ViENNE (France). Funerary Arch. 

*27. Zana (N. Africa). Triumphal Arch. 

See under Diana (anc. name) on my list. Graef makes two errors 
in connection with this arch. (1) He confuses it with the other arch 
in the same place dedicated to.Macrinus. It is the latter arch which is 
triple : this arch is single. (2) This arch is really dated in the year 
165 A.D., when it was dedicated to Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus. 
See C.I.L. VIII, 4591-4592. Cf. under No. 66. 

*28. Zanfour (N. Africa), II and III. City Gates. 

See under Assuras (anc. name) on my list. It may be granted that 
these gates were contemporary with that of Septimius Severus and 
Caracalla. 

Only a few words of explanation will be required to introduce 
the reconstructed list with its additions. 
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MY LIST 

On the following list the sign f indicates that the arch no 
longer exists. But in a number of such instances the founda- 
tions, architectural fragments, or sculptures remain to indicate 
the style. In a few cases this sign is not used, though the arch 
is destroyed. For example, in the arch of the Fabii at Rome, of 
which enough remains to show span of arch and style. Further 
investigation may show that the sign f should be added to a 
few more arches, e.g. in North Africa. 

The letter G indicates that the arch is one known to Graef 
and included on his list. This may not be always obvious, be- 
cause, as already observed, I have often substituted the ancient 
name for his use of the modern name of the locality. However, 
all such variations of name are mentioned in my analysis of 
his list. 

The purposes for which arches were erected seem to me 
different from what is commonly supposed. Even Dr. Graef 
saw that not all could be called " triumphal," but he still thought 
that two-thirds of the whole number were built to celebrate some 
triumph, while the rest were to be divided into street arches, 
honorary arches, and building arches. Unless I am greatly 
mistaken, so few of the arches were actiially built to celebrate 
a triumph that one-twentieth of the whole would be nearer the 
proportion than two-thirds. All such questions, however, must 
be omitted from this paper. 

In designating the arches, for the present, as "city gates," 
"memorial arches," "triumphal arches," "road arches," etc., I 
have purposely omitted the use of a new and comprehensive 
term which I shall apply to a large number of arches when the 
list appears in final book form, because the use of this term 
requires a long preliminary justification, which goes to the basis 
of the real meaning of the majority of such monuments. In 
this, as well as in everything else relating to history, criticism, 
and classification, I cannot anticipate. 

There may be some scepticism as to the reality of the con- 



16 ARTHUR L. FBOTHINGBAM, JR. 

nection between the pre-Augustan arches — the JawM«-arches 
and Fornix-aTches of the Republic — and those of the Empire, 
and it may be thought irrelevant to place them at the head 
of the list. We are familiar with this point of view, which 
makes the various forms of the memorial arch spring full-armed 
into being in the early years of Augustus, when we see the 
single arch, the two-arched gate, the triple arch, the Janus 
quadrifrons, all in use. For the benefit of those who wish to 
use this chronological table it may be said that there is no 
basis in the difference of name for believing in a fundamental 
difference in form. If the terms ianus and fornix were used 
in the republican period to designate the arches of the Foi'um, 
the Capitol, and temple entrances, it was because of philologi- 
cal as well as artistic changes that they were largely super- 
seded by the term arcus in the Augustan Age. Romans called 
the arch of the Fabii indifferently areus and fornix. The arch 
at which the great military Roman road in the south of Spain 
began was called, in Augustan and later inscriptions, Ianus 
Augusti, and Domitian's arches were termed both iani and 
areus. The Janus Quadrifrons of Constantine is called arcus 
in the Nbtitia. There is no reason to doubt the substantial 
bond of historic development that united the arches of the 
Rome of the Kings with those of the cities of the Empire. 
As side-lights upon the question of origin I have purposely 
included the triumphal gate of 318 B.C. in the Forum at 
Athens and the triumphal city gate of Xanthus in Lycia, of 
somewhat later Hellenistic date, surmounted by trophies. 
Further explanation would swell this paper beyond bounds.^ 

* In a few cases the same arch is enumerated twice on the list when 
extensively restored or rebuilt, e.g. Fano (Nos. 108 and 368), Cillium (Nos. 277 
and 362), and the Janus Quirinus at Rome (Nos. 2 and 84). 
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II. Undatable Arches 



No. 



Place and ITame op Arch 



COUNTKT 






Cilicia 






North Africa 






Syria 






North Africa 




G 


Italy 






Asia Minor 






France 




G 


u 




G 


Spain 






Syria 






North Africa 


t 




Italy 






Austria 






Italy 




G 


Asia Minor 




G 


Spain 


t 




Asia Minor 






Germany 


t 




England 






North Africa 


t 




Spain 


t 




North Africa 




G 


France 


t 




North Africa 


t 




Egypt 






Asia Minor 






Italy 


t 




(( 


t 




u 


t 




Asia Minor 






North Africa 




G 


Asia Minor 






France 


t 




North Africa 






Asia Minor 


t 




Italy 




G(2) 


(( 




G 


North Africa 






North Africa 






Syria 







409 

410 

411 

412 
413-414 

415 

416 

417 

418 

419 

420 

421 

422 

423 

424 

425 

426 

427 

428 

429 

430 

431 

432 

433 

434 

435 

436 

437 

438 

439 

440 

441 

442 

443 
444-445 

446 

447 

448 
449-451 

452 

453 

454 

455 



Akkale (near), City (?) Arch . . . 

Althiburus, Capitol Arch 

Apamea, North City Gate 

Aphrodisium, Nymphaeum Arch . . 

Apisa, 2 Gates 

Aquino, City Arch 

Aspendos, Forum Arch 

Autun, Porte S. Andr^ 

Autun, Porte d' Arroux 

Barcelona, City Gat« 

Beisan, Forum (?) Arch 

Bulla Regia, Nymphaeum Arch . . 

Capua, City Arch 

Camuntum, Janus Quadrifrons . . . 

Carsoli, City Arch 

Celenderis, Funerary Arch .... 

Elche, Arch of Rufinus 

lassus, Tetrapylon 

Karden, Funerary Arch of Saturninus 

Lincoln, City Arch 

Madaura, Arch of Sabinus .... 

Murviedro, Arch of Proba 

Mustis, City Arch 

Narbonne, Several Arches 

Numiuli, Arch of Candidus .... 

Phylae, Temenos Arch 

Pompeiopolis, City Gate 

Pozzttoli, Porta Triuraphalis .... 
Rome, Arch of " Horatius Codes " . 

Rome, "ArcusPacis" 

Sagalassos, Street Arch 

Sagalassos, Arch near Gymnasium . 

Saldae, City Gate 

Selge, South City Gate 

Sens, 2 Arches 

Sicca Veneria, Nymphaeum Arch . . 

Side, Harbor Gate 

Smyrna, City Gate, " Kara Kapu" . 

Spello, 3 City Gates 

Spello, Street Arch 

Sua, Nymphaeum (?) Arch . . . . 

Sufetula, City Gate 

Suw^da, City Arch . 
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No. 


Place akd Name op Arch 


Country 






456-457 

458 
459-460 
461-463 

464 

465 


Termessus, 2 City Gates 

Theveste (near), Arch at Morsott . . 
Thimida Bure, 2 City Gates .... 
Thimida Bure, 3 City Gates .... 
Verona, Arcli of "Jupiter Ammon" . 
Vienna, Tetrapylon 


Asia Minor 
Nortli Africa 

(( 

Italy 
France 


t 

t 


G 


Supplement 


No. 


Place amd Name or Arch 


Country 






466 


Balbura, City Arcli of Septimius Severus 


Asia Minor 







NOTE 

Some arches on this list are dated quite tentatively, and it 
may seem best in drawing up the final list to class them among 
the undatable examples; such are Nos. 114, 118, and 119. On 
the other hand, it may be possible, with a little more evidence, 
to transfer to the datable list such as those at Side, Pompei- 
opolis, and Althiburus. In the case of the two arches on the 
great bridges over the Pyramus (340) and the Maeander (341) 
the date given is that of their appearance on local coinage, but 
there is some evidence for ascribing the Pyramus bridge to 
Hadrian, and the Maeander bridge to Augustus. 

The evidence as to the existence of a few arches is entirely 
from bas-reliefs, and may not always be conclusive, as in the 
arches of Turin (327) and Tarragona (62). 

The complicated problem of the memorial gates and arches 
of Rome itself has been only slightly attacked; there is no 
field both so fruitful and so thorny. In the present list about 
eighty are enumerated; in the coming volume it is probable 
that such ancient gates as the Porta Trigemina, Porta Carmen- 
talis, and Porta Septimiana will be included, and that the total 
will not fall far short of one hundred. However, a few of those 
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included in the present list are questionable and are inserted 
for the purpose of raising a discussion which may help to settle 
the complexion of the final list. Such are, in particular, the 
bridge arches of Septimius Severus (Nos. 300, 301), from 
Cohen, 521 ; the hypothetical arch of Faustina the Elder (No. 
228), and that of Vespasian (No. 15), supposed to be the 
propylaeum of the Forum Pads. The considerable number of 
arches ascribed to Domitian and Trajan in Rome may excite 
surprise. Hitherto, I believe, it has been thought that only 
two arches were built in honor of Trajan, that forming the 
entrance to his forum and that mentioned by the Notitia as on 
the Via Appia. My list has four arches, and to these it is even 
possible that a fifth should be added; the evidence on this 
point will appear in the volume on the Beneventum arch. As 
for Domitian, no attempt seems to have been made to specify 
any of his arches, except that mentioned by Martial and identi- 
fied with the reconstruction of the Porta Triumphalis and the 
mediaeval Arcus manus earneae near S. Marco. If, backed by 
the statements of Suetonius and Dio, I have attempted to single 
out other arches, it is partly on numismatic evidence which 
seems fairly conclusive. I hope that beside this topic of the 
arches of Domitian and Trajan, that of the Arcus Pietatis, as a 
probable memorial arch of Antoninus Pius, and that of the 
Arcus de Toseotis, as a probable memorial arch of Marcus 
Aurelius, will evoke discussion among students of Roman to- 
pography, especially in connection with the possible relation of 
the two arches to the memorial columns of these two emperors. 

A. L. Frothingham, Jk. 



